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1. Original Submission
1.1. Recommendation
Minor Revision
2. Comments to Author
The authors used multiple linear regression and krigging to transfer two hydrological model’s parameters from ﬁve
gauged watershed to three ungauged watersheds in the Volta basin. The two hydrological models are the GR2M and the
Water balance models. The methodology is correct and the results are good. However, the papers needs some rewritting
(methodological aspects presented in the resuts section; litterature-review-like sections in the discussion. quite a few typos
- see in the annotated paper).
2.1. Speciﬁc comments
1. Abstract: I am not sure if the abstract should contain headers such as ‘Study Area’ and ‘Study focus’
2. Abstract: the text under ‘study area’ does not really describe the study area
3. Page 1, lines 13-14: the authors state that ‘Representative assessments of water resources are performed through obser-
vations of runoff, surface water, groundwater levels, and evaporation.’; What about modeling?
4. It is unclear to me why the leave one out approach was not used for the kriging method. Furthermore, how do the kriging
method works if a target watershed is not between donor watersheds?
5. Section 4.1.1 (Models calibration and validation for Tielewatershed) is really long and confuse. Theway you do calibration
and validation, as well as the deﬁnition of the new performance criterion (ABIAS) should go in the methodology section
(it does not matter for the reader if it was introduced late in the study, only results matter). Present the results in a table
format and comment.
6. Section 4.2. The description of stepwise regression should go in the methodology section Page 13, line 401 to page 14,
line 410: This looks like a litterature review in the discussion section. You should compare your ﬁnding to those of other
authors and comment the similarities/differences. Here you are just listing their ﬁndingsAnonymous
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